, in a rather vitriolic critique, claim that the primary weakness of our study of desert bighorn sheep, Ovis canadensis mexicana (Mooring et al., 2003) , is its lack of congruity with their hypothesized explanation for sexual segregation, the 'activity budget hypothesis'. In a series of papers published over the past 5 years (Ruckstuhl, 1998 (Ruckstuhl, , 1999 Ruckstuhl & Neuhaus, 2000 , 2002 Neuhaus & Ruckstuhl, 2002; Ruckstuhl & Kokko, 2002) , these authors have argued vigorously that the activity budget hypothesis is the only general explanation for sexual segregation, in which males and females of sexually dimorphic ungulates form separate groups for much of the year. Neuhaus and Ruckstuhl have repeatedly argued that all other proposed explanations for sexual segregation are secondary factors. They predicted that "the activity budget hypothesis would fail to explain sexual segregation if males and females showed the same activity patterns but lived segregated. . ." (Ruckstuhl & Neuhaus, 2002: p. 80 ). This is, in fact, one of the conclusions of our study (Mooring et al., 2003) . However, we believe that the issues raised by Neuhaus & Ruckstuhl have implications beyond the specific context of our study. Although the activity budget hypothesis contributes to the multiple hypotheses proposed to explain the phenomenon of sexual segregation, we believe it falls short of being the 'holy grail' of explanations. Unfortunately, most comment-reply exchanges do little to advance science (Krausman et al., 2003) . In this response we attempt to clarify the issues in a constructive manner. We will first address the specific criticisms made by Neuhaus & Ruckstuhl regarding our study, and then move on to our own evaluation of the activity budget hypothesis as the proposed universal cause of sexual segregation.
Predictions of the hypotheses to explain sexual segregation
Neuhaus & Ruckstuhl claim that we, in Mooring et al. (2003) , have misinterpreted the predictions of 3 of the 4 hypotheses we tested (they concede that our explanations of the hypotheses are accurate). However, every one of the predictions we tested was drawn from the sexual segregation literature.
The 'reproductive strategy-predation risk hypothesis' states that males and females will pursue different strategies to maximize their reproductive success (Main et al., 1996; Bleich et al., 1997; Ruckstuhl & Neuhaus, 2000 , 2002 . Specifically, males are selected to maximize their body condition by exploiting areas of greater predation risk with more abundant forage, while females maximize offspring survival by using areas of increased security from predators (i.e. rugged terrain) that contain predictable sources of food and water for offspring and to support lactation. Neuhaus and Ruckstuhl complain that we have added a new prediction to the reproductive strategypredation risk hypothesis, namely that "females with young will occur closer to water sources than mature males" (Mooring et al., 2003: p. 186 ). This distance-to-water prediction was previously stated as an independent hypothesis by Bleich et al. (1997) , but we believe it falls under the scope of the reproductive strategy-predation risk hypothesis because if predation risk is driving sexual segregation, and females and young (being more vulnerable to predation than larger males) choose safe refuges from predators, those refuges must at least contain the food and water resources they need or they will not be able to stay. Neuhaus and Ruckstuhl are vehement that "there is absolutely no logical explanation why one would predict females to be closer to water than males -one would rather expect the contrary", the implication being that (1) there will be more predators around water sources than elsewhere (thus, females should avoid them), and (2) water sources would
